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Abstract

Density Functional Theory (DFT) is a widely used com-
putational method for estimating the energy and behav-
ior of molecules. Machine Learning Interatomic Potentials
(MLIPs) are models trained to approximate DFT-level en-
ergies and forces at dramatically lower computational cost.
Many modern MLIPs rely on a scalar regression formula-
tion; given information about a molecule, they predict a sin-
gle energy value and corresponding forces while minimiz-
ing absolute error with DFT’s calculations. In this work, we
explore a multi-class classification formulation that predicts
a categorical distribution over energy/force values, provid-
ing richer supervision through multiple targets. Most im-
portantly, this approach offers a principled way to quantify
model uncertainty.

In particular, our method predicts a histogram of the
energy/force distribution, converts scalar targets into his-
tograms, and trains the model using cross-entropy loss. Our
results demonstrate that this categorical formulation can
achieve absolute error performance comparable to regres-
sion baselines. Furthermore, this representation enables
the quantification of epistemic uncertainty through the en-
tropy of the predicted distribution, offering a measure of
model confidence absent in scalar regression approaches.

1. Introduction

Density Functional Theory (DFT) is a quantum-mechanical
method used in many scientific problems [1]. By modeling
the atomic interactions within a molecule from first princi-
ples, it estimates the electronic structure, energy, and forces
acting on its atoms. DFT calculations are highly precise
and are often used as ground-truth labels for many atomic
tasks. However, DFT is computationally expensive, taking
hours or even months to complete. Machine-learning mod-
els offer a potential alternative that can significantly reduce
computational costs. These Machine Learning Interatomic

Potentials (MLIPs) are trained to approximate DFT’s esti-
mates.

MLIPs take as input information about a
molecule—such as the positions and types of its
atoms—and predict the total energy of the system.
From this energy, other important attributes, such as atomic
forces, can be derived. By using MLIPs to approximate
DFT, one can estimate key molecular properties much more
efficiently [1].

Most MLIPs are formulated as a scalar regression prob-
lem: they predict scalar values for energy and forces while
minimizing error with respect to the ground-truth values.
Many state-of-the-art MLIPs are large neural networks with
hundreds of millions to billions of parameters [2]. While
each layer processes thousands of features, the final output
of a particular task is a single scalar, which may not be suf-
ficiently informative. This formulation limits both the ex-
pressiveness of the training signal and the model’s ability to
characterize its own uncertainty.

A multi-class classification formulation addresses these
limitations by predicting a distribution over discretized en-
ergy or force values, providing richer supervision and en-
abling principled uncertainty estimation through entropy. In
particular, we use the HLGauss method [5] to convert scalar
targets into histogram distributions. These histograms are
treated as categorical representations and are trained using
a multi-class classification objective (cross-entropy loss).

This multi-class formulation provides richer supervi-
sion because histogram representations distribute probabil-
ity mass across multiple nearby bins, mitigating overfitting
to specific scalar estimates. In addition, the histogram rep-
resentation leverages the inherent ordinal structure of the re-
gression problem, allowing models to smoothly generalize
across a continuum of target values. This categorical view
naturally enables principled uncertainty estimation—an es-
sential capability for scientific modeling—since measures
such as entropy directly reflect the model’s confidence.

Our cross-entropy formulation achieves performance
comparable to the regression baseline, even when eval-
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uvated under hyperparameters tuned for regression. Al-
though the accuracy is slightly lower, the model produces
an uncertainty measure (distribution entropy) that correlates
with prediction confidence. We additionally perform ab-
lation studies to investigate the design choices behind our
histogram-based representation.

2. Methodology

In this section, we introduce MLIPs and describe our his-
togram representations.

2.1. Background.

MLIP models predict the energy and forces of atoms within
a given molecule. The input is a graph representing a
molecule, where each node represents an atom. For the pur-
pose of this paper, we focus on predicting energy only, but a
similar method could be used for predicting atomic forces.

The MLIP outputs the energy for each atom é. DFT com-
putes the energy of a molecule. The ground truth energy
for the atom e is computed by dividing (DFT’s estimated)
molecule energy by the number of atoms in the molecule.

In many MLIPs the loss is chosen to be the absolute error
between [2]:
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2.2. Motivation for Classification Formulation

Classification losses and categorical representations are
commonly used in many scalable foundation models such
as Large Language Models [6], Vision Transformers [7],
and Visual Representation Learning [10]. Several reinforce-
ment learning works [4, 9] have shown improvements when
switching models from continuous squared-error training to
categorical representations with classification loss.

In this paper, we ask if a multi-class classification formu-
lation could potentially offer advantages for MLIPs? There
are several reasons to believe such an approach can offer
advantages for MLIPs.

First and foremost, categorical representations inher-
ently support uncertainty estimation. By predicting a dis-
tribution instead of a scalar, the model can quantify its con-
fidence through measures such as entropy, enabling princi-
pled assessments of epistemic uncertainty that are not avail-
able in standard scalar regression approaches.

Secondly, converting continuous targets into categorical
representations provides richer supervision than predicting
a single scalar value. By predicting multiple values, over-
fitting can be reduced because it encourages the model to
distribute probability mass across nearby bins rather than
collapsing onto a single point. Furthermore, using the his-
togram formulation in our paper, we can naturally exploit
the ordinal structure of energy values, allowing the model

to generalize more smoothly across a range of plausible tar-
gets. In addition, predicting multiple values can improve
robustness to noise introduced by stochasticity in the un-
derlying data or simulations.
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Figure 1. Visualizing scalar target as normal distribution, followed
by discretizations of normal distribution into a histogram distribu-
tion
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2.3. Histogram Prediction and Loss.

We now describe a procedure to represent scalar energies
as histogram distributions. By virtue of this conversion, the
MLIP now outputs a categorical vector representing the en-
ergy distribution. Crucially, the MLIP is now trained with
cross-entropy loss to match the ground truth histogram dis-
tribution [5].

Our design closely follows Histogram Loss with Gaus-
sian smoothing [5]. This loss is carefully designed to pre-
serve ordinal relationships between bins.

We denote the histogram as having K bins each of size
w. Let ¢; be the center and p; be the probability mass in the
1—th bin. The bin width and centers are chosen so that the
histogram covers a specified energy range.

The MLIP outputs a K-dimensional histogram with each
bin ¢ having weight p;. This is done by taking a softmax of
the raw MLIP output logits.

The procedure to convert ground truth (target) scalar en-
ergy e to histograms, which involves discretizing a gaussian
around the true energy.

We first create a normal distribution with mean e with



fixed variance 2. Then, we discretize this normal distri-

bution into a histogram. In particular, the target probability
mass p; for the i-th bin with boundaries [I;, I; + w] is cal-
culated by integrating the normal distribution over the i-th
bin interval:
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The MLIP is trained to minimize the cross-entropy di-
vergence between this target distribution p and the predicted
distribution p;:

K
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The scalar energy prediction e can be recovered from
the histogram distribution. This is done by taking expec-
tation of the distribution, which corresponds to taking the
weighted sum of the histogram bin centers c¢;:

K
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3. Results

We evaluate discrete representations on the UMA [2] trans-
former model and OMoL datasets [3]. We find that the clas-
sification formulation yields comparable or slightly worse
performance but provides an accurate estimate of its uncer-
tainty.

3.1. Experimental Setup.

All models utilize the Universal Model for Atoms (UMA)
architecture [2]. The DFT dataset is taken from the Open
Molecules 2025 (OMol25) dataset [3]. We compare a base-
line model trained with the standard scalar absolute error
regression objective against models equipped with our His-
togram Loss (HL-Gauss) classification head. We use a soft-
max temperature of 2.0.

All models use the same pre-training hyperparameters
(AdamW, Cosine scheduler) and are evaluated on the of-
ficial OMol25 validation set across biomolecules, elec-
trolytes, metal complexes, and neutral organics. All models
have 150M parameters, corresponding to the UMA-S vari-
ant.

We train the model on the basic Direct Force Pre-
training Stage of the UMA [2]. In this stage, forces are
also predicted in addition to the energy. The forces are pre-
dicted by a separate head. The final training objective is
a weighted sum of the cross-entropy loss for energy:(Lcg)
and the regression loss for forces (Lgorce):
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3.2. Main Results.

We report the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) for energy and
forces across the standard evaluation splits. Table | sum-
marizes the performance of the baseline regression model
versus the HL-Gauss classification models.

We find that the classification approach, particularly
the 128-bin configuration, achieves comparable accuracy
(£0.0015) with the scalar baseline. With more hyperpa-
rameter tuning, it’s possible that we get better performance
with HL-Gauss loss. However, the baseline outperforms
HL-Gauss on all the tasks except for one.

3.3. Ablations.

Our experiments focus on an ablation study to determine

the impact of bin resolution on accuracy.

We investigate the sensitivity of the classification head to
two key hyperparameters: bin resolution and the Gaussian
smoothing factor (o).

* Bin Resolution: We compare bin counts of 128 and 256.
The 128 bin ablation slightly outperforms the 256 bin ab-
lation.

» Target Distribution (¢): Using the 128-bin model, we
ablate o multipliers of {0.25,0.75,2.0}. We find that
o = 0.75 x bin_width performs best. A small sigma
(0.25) creates spiky” targets approaching a one-hot dis-
tribution. Whereas, a large sigma (2.0) over-smooths the
target. These findings match [4], which recommends a o
multiplier of 0.75 .

3.4. Estimating Uncertainty.

An advantage of the HL-Gauss head is the ability to quan-
tify epistemic uncertainty via the entropy of the predicted
distribution e. Figure 2 shows the Pearson Correlation Co-
efficient between the model’s prediction entropy and the ab-
solute error of its energy prediction on the training set. We
observe that the uncertainty is positively correlated with er-
ror, indicating that the model metric accurately captures the
model’s epistemic uncertainty. However, the correlation is
quite noisy, indicating that entropy is an imprecise measure
of uncertainty. An interesting experiment would be to eval-
uate correlation on larger datasets or later on in training.

4. Conclusion

In this work, we investigated the efficacy of replacing stan-
dard scalar regression with a categorical energy classifica-
tion head for training Machine Learning Interatomic Poten-
tials (MLIPs). By predicting a histogram of energy dis-
tributions using the Universal Model for Atoms (UMA)
architecture, we demonstrated that a cross-entropy for-
mulation—specifically the Histogram Loss with Gaussian
smoothing (HL-Gauss)—achieves performance comparable
to traditional regression baselines.



Table 1. Evaluation results on OMol25 evaluation splits. Metrics are Energy MAE (meV/atom) and Force MAE (meV/A). Best results are

in bold.
Model Biomolecules Electrolytes Metal Complexes Neutral Organics Overall
E F E F E F E F E F
Baseline (MAE) 0.0039 0.0182 0.0080 0.0247 0.0099 0.0623  0.0247  0.0352  0.0091 0.0250
HL-Gauss (256 bins) 0.0065 0.0226 0.0138 0.0309 0.0152 0.0739 0.0147 0.0447 0.0153 0.0310
HL-Gauss (128 bins, 0 = 0.25)  0.0175 0.0223 0.0277 0.0318 0.0248 0.0728  0.0280 0.0453  0.0258 0.0309
HL-Gauss (128 bins, o = 0.75)  0.0055 0.0205 0.0110 0.0283 0.0114 0.0679 0.0112 0.0400 0.0122 0.0284
HL-Gauss (128 bins, 0 = 2.00) 0.0089 0.0264 0.0196 0.0361 0.0229 0.0815 0.0219 0.0544 0.0188 0.0361

50k 100k 150k 200k

Figure 2. Pearson Correlation Coefficient between Histogram En-
tropy and the absolute error across training batches. The x-axis is
training step, y-axis is the correlation coefficient.

Beyond raw accuracy, this distributional approach pro-
vides the novel advantage of quantifying epistemic uncer-
tainty via prediction entropy. However, we observe that
the correlation between this entropy and absolute predic-
tion error is noisy, suggesting that while the method yields
a confidence signal, it does not yet reliably predict specific
model errors. Future work should focus on refining this
uncertainty measure and exploring if the stability benefits
of cross-entropy enable better scaling for larger foundation
models.
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